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(ii) 10-6-61 k 30 Rtf % 401.77 kk gfk, fkpkr fkq; RlfapT f%mr % 100% k 37^*77 Tlfk % *<7TR<. xkfip 

TRTRkk W-TH % I (?FTm: 10-6-91 kk 1-1-96 *k 35 kk kk 7.40 kk *jfk kkkktet kt 

Rm #7 Rf r* eft) i 

3. kts^kf k 3T7% arwukm k pFkkfkm tot; t :— 

(rt) 2(0 % *Mk 

(i) Rtlfq RRTC R>t VlflT k 26-4-83 k m r*I*h 5 Rtf k k ^R* RT aw)la fk>RT RRT *71, R^fk) fTtlHl'il A % 

fkHfafisra *kft % arg^in: Rk rD kkrfkr rr fkRr :— 

(R>) WTkkkR 26-4-83 (%RH 3Rk%RTR)k 75% ^t^TTT 27,677.70 TRqr 

yfaRtf k 48,435.97 trr; srkiRtf I 

(U) f&ffa kklRR' 26-4-93 k 56% Rff RT tr; 48,435.97 WtJ yklRtf k 75,560 Rqi* 

yffiRtj i 

(r) ipffRkktRR 1-1-96 (%rr 3 Rtf % rtr) k 100% kfRi; k kf arftwyr 

75,560 zm. k 1,51,194.60 Wj; TTlrranf I 

(ii) ktkftMkaiR 5% ykiRtf kf rrrrih ri trc fsfRiRT k tjfc rr tritr ftprr t, farak 5 M % rir fpk ■jtfHwr 0 ! 

R)T PN°h64 J II I RR RRR RiT % I 

(^r) u^f*re 2(ii) % tM k 

(i) -aw 30 Rtf kf arkfkRr aiRffer ttrtrt kf Ri kfakqfk % kk rr srpTT? R2£i fkmr Rif T^mRii kktfkfi 
RTfkRT—• 

(RT) 10-6-91 k21,126 7RT((401.77 ^^%fcnO^ 852.6%RkRT t K 2,01,258 WJ yfilRtf (366.71 kfe *)fA 
%fkk)( 10-6-91 kt 35 kk »jfk rtto rr kf r^ kt) i 

(73T) 1-1-96 k 2,01,258 RRR (366.77 kfe ’jfR%f?nO k 96% 3,94,588.26 TRI* RfkRtf (359.37 kk ’jfk 

% f^TT?) I (1 -T1 -96 k 7.40 Hz *jfk RTR77 RR Rf R^ «ft l) 

(ii) *fRR%73R5 7 % ai^TTR 10-6-61 k RRfRl 10 Rtf RR 37RfR kr RTR RlfRTR R^ZF fRRI^ % I00%k 3TRfkR> 

Rft Rfk % rort r^r f^mr k ^ ^ t i 

(iii) aiRrftqfl, #3fH^ ^ wr 1997 3 aik 1-1-96 k X’nafr arq^ kktfmr t^ht yTwii % 3 Tjhr 

1997-98 5% m ^ff)^PkFr^it $ I 

4. % 613 ,fHn *([5 % fiHy; k)ai)4"!al ^ 37%qi ar^n^ 5*1 m<^ci ^ l ’^nr a 66 l<si Rt>4l '141 % kF ktk) h)< fl % 

kls^a) -api aqrgita ■p^wc ^ ■ftpn kk kfe^jkr % kkftrpwy Ikk^ap tt% ■apn '^>rr kt 1 

5.1 pfis^k) k 5 ttpt ar^i^-H ktekM ^ fee q fjijf % km -w «n 1 kktt n aik 3 tr k fk=#rfkRT -g^ 
lOT(f : — 

(i) %kkt'yraikftqk’r%PFikk-q^rwifk flrkkfk^-f^^^1 1 

(ii) 3nsrfk?T k arg^R, wi -^im y^sr ferni % kktRT k kkfk?i RpmR qr q^k q^renr^ kR % tu«i 
kT^R-fkTO ^Ini t, aftlk q^diqK 1 ^) % ftjfl) kt ^W1 k> yktapnk T#1Tfkl IRT Tkl^RI Pi^H k I nrH^qiR y wii®) 
ktk k TTRSi arjkiri % kro tut ■jiIch k 1 

(iii) q^Hi fknti kr fkark kkt«pr % kk*r k, km^n ktsapgkt k fkkR fk^n k, wt k -q^mR^ kR % 

yfaikMi % rrt ijt afprok -qq fkpjn Ik^R-fkKk kFRT 11 

(iv) ktakkhrl kk kq ki 77 ? t rt rrr kr aurfir Rikm wt^diqukl % k4R k q^tti fk<m, kktRT 

100% k aktRfT Riff #tt 1 



[ Min III —ism 4 ] 3133 33 3Hm : 3331*3133 3 

( V) 3^3 fspTTQ; 33 fWMl 4fa*33 1 96 4 #[ fall ’W «?TI W 4fa*73 31?T 3331 3ffaF3 331<33 5131 fa) 

fafafaff % 3333113 *3T I 

'JjCji %3*3T3 %f4*3k ,j i % ifa-Ji-fa 4'H’i -^4iw 4 fntfa *^f4 -tfakl 4 fa44i 4 3f4 % 433 4>3334" 4faH ’smi 
fa *4, fafa ^5 ik 4nh fk'+iiti uifkw 1 ! 5131 ^faiffa fa fa 4) 4i3 "f4R , i‘isi fai 4 i^fafafart % 33*3 4 
fafa 3ifa*33 fan; 41 3<3V3m, fa % irk 4 3#i to4i 4 mmrifafa 4) 3fn;-^irat4r£ fa 43334 3333 

ffal 331 *31, (4+31 3R1 *J333 nRq^ 4 431313 fa Tlfa ll-jH'IC-1 fa ffallffa fa *4 I 

(vi) 3<fa -f^FTTro; % mnfai 4fa*33 % mfa srfafa fa 4331 44 3m m fr^n fan 1 wt% ■nfm 4 3*4 nfar 
33 3ra fa 4 333 313 441*33 3ift« s% fa fa*fa fan fa ^ufat i 


(vii) tfafa mu *n3fa % m sicin-sran Rifaj wr mr ' : 3m 4> 4m n 4 **3mrffat 44 n t) 4*33 % i 3413: 

^ 3ij3i(i4 in mmt fat 4 fafa i fafa w 4 fafarffai 417134 331131, mi 4 3?4T *3133? 333 % ttt*t 
ffa-lk-fafa fall t 1 

(viii) 133ffairr 4 4fa*n 4fafa tfa3 fra 'q^zrorm 4 mm fa?T mr mrain3 4 fafa fanr 4 sftTmmrm' 
7TSJ —MT*-!f3H-M 4 f-llkfl 4 I 'HlMfrif % "5*3 ' = 3T3TM3 4 llffa 4t4 % MqfatfR (<+i+Hf T4P ■'3^31*313^' % 331*3 ( 44 

5T3t) ^ 373 4 413^ 33311 fafa fat t i 


5.2 4tH 4 4443 3*3 ■ 
t 4k fa 3 ^ ffaH yz fa fa m w41 


33-3 H^diVnfa 37 HP^% T-iMTH 3^21 1337131 37f11 13331 311 3?>T 


6. 41"€**r*J3fl 4 8tr4<3 (4^1 4 ft? ^i3R 4l <35 9 % ST^TK H^l IVrI'hI 4v* 333 y<4«ti 5 ''*4 4r HrUi, 33113*31 ’33133^33314 4f4 
*TF ^4lH 3^3 4i 100% 4 33f*W3Ff 44n I *4$, m|3ffl 43131331 2( i) 4 44?343I31 ^jfn %TRTR34 4 33H 4 f^mj.*4 aiTOrC^T 
133 4 tj 44 44 444 44434 4i 4T3 h 33m 75%, 173% 44 447% *jfi£ *411 ^rJ'W 43H333.2 (ii) 4 ;44«4a3i ^ % 
44*3 4 34444^ 4 30 M 4^ sntfk^p -q^Hi a3*44 73mr 444 % 10-6-91 4 *3^ iw? 4 852.6% *4 iffs *313 *411 t^hi 

14)31^ 1?4 3R«K133 1 j4 75 r4f 1 y 3 *33 1-1-96 4 96% ^4 33**3 *44 IfTFl^ *4' T 4 *4 I *33 ^ "q^Sl ^33R ^331 iqm 33R33T "ft4 % 
^trq •*T*J3?T 3m 334 T|53 in 1SRT 1768% 4a?ft 11 3fte®P*j4t 4 w 433 f4*n t f4 *3^53 131313 % l4? 7 4 *f?J 71l4' % 33*331 m3*3 
' io*?4 4nw;*3i4r3i-534 100%4 3nf«t^^*?14^34^■#33331 $#f 14#5?^4f433mfmi tfeijn44 ri#43 

^*33'!44>^fi%i74t'f%5%4 *44 '*^44 % ^ 4 i414f4^4rf#n 

33i3i4f *33 -##n T544u, 1 3ftei3ij344 *3^- totf* m4 33 ^ 4 * 3 % 53^113 4 fm\ i, f44‘ w ttm4i 3 *3<4 4 fm, mi wi 
*3i fa"•4J#rff4” 44 “444^11 34i3i3T” 4 ^it 31*4 #tt t i 


7.1 18 *34*33, 1999 fa 3Tfaffat fa *Jll4 *3Tfa 4^*331 ^H«31^ 4 *3FT 44 4? f44w 4 WJTR 4 faafafa 4 -33*4 falfa 
2 - 11-99 43*T5r4 33 *t4 \4*i4T 3tj4*4 *33 ^31 fan % 44 ^nri fa zfajifa 5111 43 ■ c H ,j ( 4 * 63 * 11 , <j'<w ** 3331331 4 mih4 

% fafai 44 4; fafa faf fan, faffa mfa mnm ffaki mi **m % 33fa i i^itn3fa 33 ^ wi 4 

*31**31-114 fan 1 


7.2 33 P 335 m is ■m*33, 99 fa anfafar fa fa *4 1 4fanffa ^fa*33i far *n 1 4tm*}4t % ifa mfa % 
■mnrm 4 3-iI4fl 4t4 44 *33314 % ■yifafa 4? *+>i<. ,j i infafa % mi4 3?4 % ^4 t to, 4 1 m 3 3 3*5 m fan T P3T *n fa 

fafarn # 'yfa *33 Jhfafi 1 4 faiR fa,Mi 44 hh 4 in fafa "sifa ■yn-fafi 4 j 33*313 *13 fam, * 3 tc ^*5 ( 33335 ) RiRfa % 
*-Hi-M!<ri^3 4 fafa 3 f 4 4i «3ii'3j5 *4 33i4 ufaifa far hi ffaiR ffan 3ifli % 1 


7.3 Ifpfa % 1?4P1 4 ffaffafa 3lfat*3 fa^ 4 : — 

(i) RFfa % -31*31313 4 fafa Tp4 4 3fa 31*fa 33 fa« 3*313 fat 3fan 44 3f '$33 3134 4 ifa 31*31 fat 4 I 

(ii) 33 313311 *3T3TCT3 4 3 4 -1 31333333 5131 fafal fa31331 't' 133 33 33*3 4r 33533 faf ^ I ^ 3134 4 fai 393333 - 

fat I 

(iii) 44 313fa fa itfaK 3fa 4 fallfat fa 434 343*4’-3131313 33 3331 3fa 33lfal fat 11 33141; 33^1 *31333 333 
fa fa 334 33T31 fafa; *31! $334# 33 fa 3?4 33^ 11 

(iv) 33fa^*j4t ifaH % 4 53lfa 33 335133 33 331313 35331111 33313-33^13 'faf 3l4 4 33313-3T3T3 3^1 ifafa 11 





THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : EXTRAORDINARY 


[Part III-—Sec. 4] 


(v) ftuRH f, r^st tof rWt R$if rt ritototI $ i r?^ Rl ■yrrff affr ftRRRf to wm tot to 

TTOII 

(vi) R^ST fafor TO 7ST5 9 ftTORT 26 3T$TO 83 ^ 5 Rtf 3 TJRT RR S^T 100% TOT $7 TTCttRR Rff argRft T^T f | RTJ, 
TforttM ^ 5 Rtffa rrt ^ ->j4 rr-rr r^rr ftroT vfa i-i-96 7f rrtr) Rfa* TmlRR if to ioo% 
(7TfRif*TO7) it srftror rt i 

(vii) fsRtaTi#TO ioo%^3rfwF*n, RrtfarTOfft ior^rtr f%RTRriTOffciORtf RRifWTO^RraTTryitTO 
TOf 200% RTt 3TJRffT TO? ^RT I Rft 5 RR?R fRRTRR TO RR?R Rl(? ftlRT, ?ft TO W f^ohj % I % TOFFR 
RTt 77RR? TO? TO 7TTOII 

(viii) ,, R7fRTR7R”nTO-f7piTTtiTRTO3TstfTO!tfInTRR^^77TOTTi H RTfRH7R’’ 3ik“3iPjn:^”%^r3Rn: 

TOT TO RV1t£ TJTT TO? ift I RfR RT^ T?77T TOR ■’-IT, TO R^3T TOR ?¥ 7TTTO RTO 36^«l R?RT TOTf^TJ RTI T?77T R 
Tift RT 3frr Rf?T R7t$ TOfr $, TO 7T^ TO TOY TTteTOJ77? RTt fRTTOT TO%^ I 

(ix) RcJRT TOR % 7JT5 1 (TO) 3 R^T RT TO frofa TOT £ '4(^73 ftTOT TOT 11 W$ fW? TOR TO TO^73 Riff 11 

TRf^ ^^^''RlfTOTTR’’ stiff $ I 

(x) ijmr, to -R^t rt? aitr srftafr tjtotrR ff r$ nftr Rit rtr? f^RT^"Y R re ffi n n " toR % fa?, RfaM^ RTt 

TO^fT^ I^PTRTTOT ,, YTOiyTOT , '^ 1 ‘TORft TOTRR?'' TO? ^ I Rft RTfRRTT ,, l R?T 11 RTRTT? TOTRR ?'' TTR^ft 37Tip?T 
RTRt TO^ TOl Tlfro RTRT TO? %, TO ^ 37H7R? it" yPl4)'JH"TO TOT?1?1 if TTTOt f1 SlfRRT RTJI?ft RfaTR faiTR) % 

>fTmn % tot ^ Rpfr rttrt?i SR f roi (“arftiR fen^” %) “yrtrFjb" rt rtI^ nRftr Rirf irt YTOfti rt 
R lfMfTOR fT^^RTOTlt I gTRhr, TT^ Yraft fifRTTI %TOT^' R qT RlP nn f*FRTTO RTOTT11 

TO4TTO Rgrjfl YTOT YRTRlTO TO^ TO fRTOR RTRT T?t Rir^'ll I 

(xi) (RT) 1-1-96 (TOTC: ^TOTORl f^ V Ilf^ #' ^') 5% RTftfTO^feTOnT “3TOR1R”TO 

RfTOTO TOR % f^ 5 TOhr TOT TORY TO f^RT I W TOlt R^2T fRTOCT TO dTOINR 11 TO fTOtRTOTOT yiRPT TO 
Tt ^ I ’fRRf fTOTT TOR I 

(73) TO RftTOfa TO RTTOfRTO R«R TO T^lflTT t 1% TORR 7R RT) R7W% RT) R^ RT^ 3TRRRTO RT?f *fl I 

(xii) R^RT RRTO7TRRTO TOTRTTOTi)'TORTRRTI TOTTOTRRTR^ RTTl*IR R7TITO7RRTRt 3^ 7 TlfRTOTOTt3Tf TOl afTftRfPTHR 

RTO '■yfe 40% TO *j'l(ln 7pT^ ^ TOFT I TO% TO 371^71 TO RTl^ TOR RKf TOTRTI 

(xiii) totH ^Rt % %r. tort r^jt %, tpMrt 1991 3 rrtrt rT rrt rt i ^t) 1995 tttorrtrtrrt sfk'jR: 

2000 TTRT rrtrt rrt rt I 

(xiv) R^ZT 1^)73 TOt RRT TOT I RiRPI RRT Rvf «Ys»h{ R^R ?RTf R iftR^R Riff fTOTT RRT I 7JR fq^r^' TOft RRT (RmiH 

TO ftWRR RT I TO ‘-faTOFR^’ RT) TOT ftRT RRT 11 TOR 77Rf ?T?f R?t ^ I 3TR %TOT 7 TFr)iM % RRT R^RRR % TTOTTR 
TO ‘fRTOR’tl 

(.XV ) TOW R^T f^TRITT TO TOftTOR TO^T RRq R fn TO f^RT t sftl RTRfRT ^ TOT TO 7^ t RRT 3TTRR 7R % 5 R^ffa 
R fTO lH RTt TO^TO iRRT t \ ^ RRt R^3T TOR TO TOWRI f I TO *FRR ^ R R) RT# RRi RFt R^ alk R fi' RTlj 1 RTTRT 
WRfir' «ft r^ ifiRFh TTOT7TO 3?R RRRT% ^ I 

(xvi) r^t froni; rt! ^(rtr % rt^tor rt rrt to-ht tf^rt i tI tort^ trHit ^ 1¥4r RFt to rto^ i 

(xvii) (rt) TO 5% RlPta ftlR f‘ l 

(73) TO %TOT 3TT7IR 7R ^ 5 TOfR rRr^T % fTO^ 3TTRf% TOTt 11 

(R) TO WTt f f^RCITTH R?[W MlRlRTO (<Ttu,U,RRl) TJRT'RTTjf^RT Tffe' f%R7T R^, # al^TR %RthTORT7SR 
3n7 RTOTT T?t I 

(R) TO 3TRR 'MRTRh' RRt' TO uMwfRRi I 

(^) TO TO 7[73^ % % RRT TO^ HRh f ilR % fTO% 3TRRT 'faiW' f^RT t, 3TR^ ftTO^ R?t TOR 7^ | 
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7.4 4fi'S«r < ^il 34% 4®4t 4% 'Jiixi otn.% 3%7 3iq% 44% 4% T J7F °t><% g>w 5I77J4 4<% %7J wm 4 ! ^I$ni % 1 3-il 

fn^iRriRsin 7J44T/47 : 4r%' ! f wtqfl 44% % Piq, 6 44 f^TT T T*TT ®TT : 

(i) 4% 1991 3%7 1995 %i 4^% % PlMlK ^ 7T4f44 7%3%4)en % 4%f 4% "STRi-MI I 

(ii) 7%1J44J7fl % l f%'%4T4T4 tq1«r>ffl ’ H^l 4% I 

(iii) 44 =*>(% % f%Tt( 'ft* 441 4'^ % H%l«tH g i % Riy, 3 ih% ' (q'h^rM' 44 514t4 f4l4T % 4T 4%T, 374% T^ffor 

(3ie%7^ 4% , %)'l ) t WHlti9 % f7417% 4% 'iii T ( I 

8. 7%3fr*%3t % 379% 10 49471, 2000 % 49 5171 94 4)Si % f91 Mt 14 ”Mitt «%% 3%7 91 m 9p c 4?i *1311614 % 

3h jm) 5-1 i% PfR'PlS'i t»l4 ti^f %1 'fln< i^Pti 779t 4^4|’mR*Hl 97 m^i f^FRP^ 44 77?%99 77919 ^9 % Mi'^ Pfi4T *141 U77f79H 941 
4<i3i9r% 37®%7( TTtespjTft 314314 9%f %t 7741911 ijPti 9^ il9Mi inHIm %779 4^ •~ t )II<rt*4 % Pi u l4IT%9 %, STiIm^ TflsflHli) % 
5) f-7191 f % ipg upTrij xr 9^jp|jftqf ff 7t fal7% 991 % 7719 7J991% 91791 34^99 9%f %t 7T43T1 I 

9.1 1577 9141% '47 9,9) 3%7 ■My°W ^9 °i 4 f^'ii'ti 7 37^79, 2000 9% ^ I tils 4 *^tTl 3%7 7%3il4lt£l % 1577% wt f%i9T I 71^911 
7J991% PihImPsIiI Pl^q-1 P64I 441 9T :— 

%9fN 4*K 0 I f*FI9 


(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

(v) 

(vi) 

(vii) 
(viii) 

(ix) 

(x) 
(Xi) 

(xii) 

(xiii) 


44 1 f%7<1k’ %7744 %t 7%3i'|4) t il % q^fl 9% ni^M 3%7 591% 'PiTliTTiTpT' 43l 4% qft'Hi 1(41 94115 % Mlfli qiPdW 4)7 

%%i 

4(^.4! f*T^73 "^1 73 S 1 (i) 37^747 s r <^ f -j : ^) 4itl 'i Kj T[ 0 li7^l 44 f^PTic4 411 

Tfls'k^til % HlPaoh <t4 7l 44 K'iW 4i7% %> 4Tt ^ TTf-STIxfl^l 4lt TjPlrt f4i4T 4TI 4<^<dl I'lt“1 <7 Pl4)CtH 44 m41'| 

417% 4it .iflT4[fv7*'4TTi. PrPf r » T 4474 11 

4T4471 3%7 4J4, 1990 % 4^ qlPsW 414^71 'gf «% I 417T#4 % T?t7R 77t3%4W % #T4 %41 ftr 4#4i7<J| % fat? 
3Tf%44 %7J 441444 411 

tPs-^-hI % 3T41J47, 1990 %i 4#5R4f 3^ 34%44 444 4nft 417% % f^4 %S4 I 7%3%tM 4%^ 447 41414lff ^34 

'f' I ^7T%1 414, 44% PiTiM 44 ■% ’I°il c ii7 u i 4>1 3T^%4 417% § 4 , "54: Rruai I 

"141417^1 % f%T4 7q% 3FJ7t4 44 44T7TI %% 4^, 1991 "%' 7%3%4t^ % 'jf% %17^41 1 tP?% (6.5 Tp^tl) 4% 37 1 4f%1T 417% 
%1^4i^l47r47ltmi%7^3%4t?l‘44!47 | J| , 4lT44T7l f%W474l afk 37^7t4 ^ 411 ^4 444 %t 3H%7^T4Ff 

417 71% 44fPh 444 4lfl wf f4141 44T 411 

-iq|»h7' J l % 44% 37J%4 4% %tF7T% ^4 t'4l\ ^1, 1991 44 444 %1% I 

7%3M^"44^T1%, 1991 44 44' i jf4 %1 #% 'J^F4 4% 4'*4f%4 417% % 31414 ■% 4^% % 44T4174 4' 3T4%t 444474 
■5444 41741 ■§■ I 4 % H4l c ti7 ,J l 4% ?I%f % 4% %f 4T4t 7jf47I 44f f4141 441 411 

44%ipTnJ, 1991 ■%" 6.5 ^T^4 'JpT 3T^4f%4 417% 4% 44%4Tlfl 4% I 7%3Tl4t^t % ^3n47t, 1992 %i 4F 415% ^4 %^1T % 
44t417 ,I T 4 4%t % Riy, 3%7 4774% ^7 "%" 44f4T sjf5 % 4K %% ift 774141"% I 

7nit 4% 4414S%4 44 7l PiHiiqi 44T 411 4^31 Pi<%<s( ' 47747 44 7^ Pindi'l ’ 4% 3T%811 41741 % I 

6.5 %*<H Tjfif 4 % 37 %v Hr4o 417% % f%P741F% 7744 4%^ 37-4 71% 4%) 441% 4% 411 7I%T %f 37414414ft%1T4 44 5174 

444Tt ? 

T4% 4f74%4 'PTTtiTPfpT' W%4I< f%1411 

7 % 37 t 4 t 3 t % 4 J 4 , 1997 % 44 % 9 4% % f%TH 37«?f^4% 2009 4414%t4441 44fal I 777447 44 37^4t44 *ft 4#4I44T 
411 374 % 414 7741% 'f f%1 % 744 374% 44t4 % f%T^ 'JpT 414% 'f ? 
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( xiv) kfakMR^rrt 1991 TT 3TR k^TT kk?T iflkk Wlk TfRlf % 3ETk 

Rif jfk?T f«m STTI 

(w) TSlki T^fTR k k kRR 6.5 k^H 'jfk TT arwfn ^TT wk f I JR T kTT 3T^MH TTT t ? 

(.Wi) TR % RTR fkefK-fkR?f %k RTT t ? JR 3R RR kr RJFT Tk f I 

(xvii) PW T Tjr fkktsi 7T?ff =k 'w' fkRK-fkRTt SRT fmii 'ank TT wfa TRTT 11 TRR fTOTT-fkRk RJT §3TT f ? 

( wiii ) Rwrk tonfkksr rt kjk w rjT 11 jrto rjt fakr? fkfkR %fkm kfkjr 11 3k krk tj f^n -an wm t ? rft 
fkr kt tfjt k wrr rjT 11 rj fkrkf ktajjr kfajr ^ror wr k tj rjT rr writ i 

( xix ) RTRR JT RF kjk 3TkTJ 11 jk 3T9k TR fkkia % ap^T aRj RRT T^T t R % %kt RDfR JT T I 

(xx) ktWjkt ftwm Rk TTPT wf RR TJT 1 1 3RR RRT 3TRT RR # $, RF WT Rjf % I ktaffM Rk JRlk RTRk k 
r-rmfei ^rrt aftc fkftpe rjt fakis rtt rtf Rifj^ i 

• (xxi) ark IkkrRT 16 wifi, 1996 % ^ k ktaffM % wf rtjt t fr jRk 3Rkt ?mf kt wfw rft forr 1 1 

(xxii) kfakklkt TT kjk '-HT'«blff ankvT, Rfk RTT fkkR, rptr T 3Rfj k kkfkfl k I 4KRl k R> ^K i nk RRfR R$a kjkRkftl 
JRfRR, 3RRk RTjk R>kRn[ TTErkk Tfft % I 

*iWH rtet ^*mer 

(i) RJTRtf 1991 k RPTRT jt t P 7T I WRiTk fwiflifvif k ‘jRR: RrIrrV Rtf 730*5 J2T fjRT ERT ETI 

(iii) jk3RwkRnfET^Tk ^TSj sftijEkTpflfkkRWEtfk fJTnfiifvif %arpix ki 

(iv) k ElRkhr k ^ W^JI m 1 1 

(v) Trrw! rr % ^t«t wr?f ftrqr tit ^ i 

(vi) ^ WtTT ^TFT ■‘FTT FlTWT frsfTTT ^RT f^ Ti; ■g?TF? % I 

(x ii > RFT WfT aw PWW aik HF.TTk3l>-RlS.TTf fr T^ RT f I TT TTRt Tf Tt H-IH IT TTTT 3TWklT%k W 
TT57TF11 

(viii) ktearjktaTT^ 


if Tl RRT w 11 ktefrftzt Tf kf 3TTf 


if kf ^<aii ?f<n % i 


(ix) ^ xjTOxrkRTiksTTTwfTiTi;i^%3i3Rr(, Tt tt f¥4? fkk % tft? T firofkif % m i nvl k ttr trI' 

% k fVn ttt 11 

(x) tt ‘krffTYN' tt %ot 3; % Tf k 11 -grf# ?rff Tftnr Tf ^ i w$ Trf^ ar^f ttt rjt ftrkrsr 

kmf^ ftn 11 

(xi) TTRT tJt klS-V-'jT-fi 5KT %R RF; ’jfR % TT' gTSf % fk^ TTTSTT 1 1 

9.2 krw k' iq1 ^ ^kfafNfef % fa fen argftv T;ifcra wt % fwi tr tt IW1 1 3k ififiro Tik 

% kRf 3% TW TT TRR kRT TTT «TT I kfw^ff Tf kfaflnlal % fkffaiT aT^ffR Tf 3jfr ‘STETT Tlk % aERT 3T ^ i Raa 
Tlk % fkR TT TTW TT WI fRT TTT «TT I kfwjkf ^ 3RFf 3T % W*T 3H<m % 7.4 % artfa 3T^fWT Wll^J T, fkk 3R% 
577T l?lf<aa wk Riff kfRT W «ff, % Tff kz 3Tff5W TT 7RRf?T Tff eff I 

io. k^rr -yaoiiS k w wn, kfktkk k fRTT 29 akkr, 2000 Tf trt fkfem ar^te 3 R 53 fwn t i ark fkrfkR 
arjftR k* kfaji kl cTi k arm frwT Trkt t 1 1 arfkftTr, fkRfafkrr Rk 3yiu tj k :— 
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(i) ^ a^r fmmu % aftilaaal mufti?! mt aa a| mi maffej ^ mm ^ *i afk afftfr'fftt ^ ^r3T«n^mf mr 
magmi ma ^ a?gm ftm^ i 

(ii) ^Iwmai "4 mum t fm a mil caTt aja, 1990 %ma ftwim 24 at, 1963 ml IVuftu a^rfmiia % arm i(i) % 
arjMK nlHa^ ma ii at % i41 c ti< lj i ftm?a mi aala ftim ft -sf^r mai ni<fl ii muaift *fr ml % 1 ?mft ftmii 
%3TgMTT, at ft mitmm ft ffta famw mi aala mr% ^ amfftr tfftm^ft mamlt amafti mff ■$% I'samia 

Tftem^jal % 4 H 4 mrft ftait mfftUKi ma mlt attftm ajmn/aa aft a?rft amn ftrf Rmit ati % 1 fa mia ^f 
rnami—aja, 1990 mi mafV ft Tiffmi al-sm^jal ^ mmi mlt ftafufl aa-mauR a^f ^sn % 1 w m«a ft tft Tftj *ft 
fft ^ftemrjai % rjt fa^yr ft’ aaiftfcm mra- fttai % fttm mftmm ft fftftf famw mi aata mft fftar, mf ajr amfft 
ft ftim at % arnimm ft aaa aar aarmi mf fti 1 

(iii) ftftftffti fturot, 1986 4 'afti 'M^rtrrftmf ml a^T mmft aanfau ftftraaftaftftTjffti fftai ai 1 mi Rjfau fftar 

aat m fm ajiarfial ml aa atl m mu mi*[ vi<ff ftft mftmm aft aftiyt ml htH % aft % mh ft am at m 
aar atr^a^r fmaa % ^jama m ftfti ammt mafa % fftm at mi aftmau mrft mr Iftmta tftu 1 % fftfti 

fti mra mm aftaa m ami mwafu ml mftf wf fmm m 1 

(iv) ^ •" jmi feim i rn ^ R % mr; ■Hl s' ay^i i % mrn : am^fmtmn ai^i, ■’996 3^16 arSm, 1996 % mi sro 359 . 37^4 

% ii4 m m Tmf mt 3rmft 6^1 ^>Ri Tjfmu fmm 1 

(v) 137 7 ^ ^jf4 %^f, fmm; mi mt^ wf aiemi rnimr mfm mff t&tt, mil 1m mji mm, w 'jPr % jm^ % 
ftm, ml w^ifi sra imuiRm f^mi mu t, ml mtf %i5rm icm) ajfK 9 uto: m^t fern; % m?hmt ml' mm mrit 
f 1 

(vi) mi mmfmmhrmammt ujr fam;mf mm mmmmi^yumn: (^iarid« 3 T) mMMk mn^ 

mf 1 1 mi 1 996 -tf mii»m ^ ^km, mf¥mm mil am % ftm 'jft & ^ t^r -fe^n yj^s afirmf 3 , 40 , 000 /- 
mm fmrcr 'fern mu m 1 urnfa, uV^u ujimd ^ % mrmr m mt m ^ '•jPt % f^ aft um^ 

aftmf i,09,800/~ mm mi m ^ amc mum mu «u, aftmf¥mrnaatmr%fm,a^ ^ a? ftnm 

Mli 4 [mr mp ma 1 1 


(vii) 401,77 »jyrm % aaa 3 aft mm % mmai aifa a|aft amfti #{ mfti am a| % -ftlrnmi % i?lmT 

arm’ll m mu ftm mr ftm[ (araft 10 - 6-199 t$ 20 - 6 - 2000 am) % mjarc aiaMm sro mratPan a#mif 
ml civil’i mrnfl Tjmnrnm armit ' 5 fr^ at a^ % : 


mm m° 

a y'lVm mil niOo 

aft u,m? aftmf immu 
(maa) 

mitaa mi mftr 

aft n"mfe aftmf ftimu 
(Tma) 


ami at (a^mrttmu) 




i, 

01-07-1960 

2880/- 

10-06-1961 

2880/- 

2. 

01-07-1962 

3600/- 

10-06-1971 

*2880/- 

3. 

14-02-1967 

5400/- 

10-06-1981 

5670/- 

4. 

23-03-1971 

6700/- 

10-01-1996 

109800/- 

5. 

01-07-1975 

20100/- 

10-06-1991 

54873/- 

6, 

16-07-1982 

35175/- 

*mtot % amT miamfti ^ aim fttaif aiU ami 

7. 

01-03-1989 

54873/- 

% ftfti umro u$rrm fta aift m mi 




1971—1981 % ijtmr m?ftm aruiaff ftrni 

8. 

01-01-1996 

109800/- 

ami 



(100 ^a-i am^) 
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(viii) wl ^ FTO EE T % fgnr, % ETEfe ~fy' 137.7 ^E % % ERE R E^RT ffyRTTJ fy* ertTer RE 


RTE E. 

FETfTRR RE 

5Tffl RR>f ilfrlR^f 

ETltRE RiT 

RfE ertr yfferf 



fRETRT (FEE) 

RTREf 

%FTRT (FRT() 


3RR E^£ (R^FTRTFTRE) 


FRRRr^fT 


1. 

01-07-1975 

20100 

20-04-1977 

20100 

2. 

16-07-1982 

35175 

26-04-1983 

35175 

3. 

01-03-1989 

54873 

26-04-1993 

54873 

4. 

01-01-1996 

109800 

01-01-1996 

109800 

(100 FT^FF - 1 RRF^) 


ii.i aRfe arjFtE E' nlwijFf) % wfro?n r% ■^r^TTHT t aik r-REfafian % frmj xp-HtrtT t:— 

(i) ftpTTEnOFiJX, 1991 k9^JX, 2021 RET #E E^ xE 3TRffy % ffe<2 ftFTTX? 24 Xfe 1963 f«T%TT 

RF EET X<RI [fy^isl Pi , Elfi;4 qH'll I 


(ii ) few 10 Rp, 1991 E R^ET fxETR; k RFF Rxf RE xMxr 3FXfx % feTR; 3FXXT FREER 3FffyFJRXT xft FTTfesf, k 
# EfXTCk'Ft, ^ 3^ 3?ftlWT 11,57,98 TRT^TTfe^RRITNma^WR^R'fe^Tf^^ FEkk^Tt H^RTE 
Ft, c i f*5 XTFET I 

(iii) xftTXlfe RTFT RTET E^ET fXETE, E7t 3TffyRT Fife #EFt 3TXXT fXRTFXn: fet R1RT 3Tf>TX fETEXT ETXXT1 

11.2 XtR*RRET X4 FTgXE ^XXk ffyETTF E FTXfxE ETEtXRT XT RR, FREEEJET XT ‘ MeREX ’ FRt flftl XX Eft 

R^TET RFFJX RXk RTF EX FjffeT REX f% RET R^ % XXtEXX % 3TXXT fXRTRE (XTRF% 10 k ffe^ RR 3RJFTIF) ETT ERtxffyiRT 
R1Xtff, RTT ffef?T ffefT RRT f I k E^t % faETTF Ft FTEfXFf ETaMdt fe XX Rft XftTRT 3fR 3TX^ 1 ft^RTtfer' FEtiJET XX Eft 

xf?T kt EFFJW Rtf 11 RElfE, % RR^RRRI % fell 3TE*t 'fXXXE' fe RTt fy‘ RTttf FJXRT EFf fetl FftEPM k 3TE^ fefelT 

SRJFtX k FTtS^Fft (Rfeefel XTTRixTR) % F^attE^t Rlt RElf % 3RJRTF «jffe RTT RTJET •IRTRiR Rfet ^ FFFRfx fet fe Ext Rif 
xftTRT FIRFE RTT f I 

12. RXXW fcwsf afrt XTXEt RtT E>|4xT? 1 % ifolR RXiffel FREE FJRXT % 3RXTF XF ffexfaftjra ffelfe ERFXt t : — 

(i) XFSR=^Fft EX R'«TPfoR XFT%XT®it%3T#T -^R %Rt 'JRTSt %RRRR R^T fRRTRfetRRRPft #f ATjfeR 

% IN^v* ^ I Ril 3TTRF R^fe RRR % 34JRR PiRlRn 3RWRTI % R1R ^FjffelT ^jfe RR 1^ I 

(ii) 'Rteft'M % W RTRfe ffelTRi 1 RFiRTT, 1996 FI Fff3feff^ ^RI RRT^t ifelj; RTf TR fTTTtRR ^ RRftlTT 'RT^'gR>t^ 

% ^ffe'TR RTfRRRRT %1RR%R RT RR^RltfRRT aTTHffe TRT^ $ I %T7T "'RTRlfRI % RW Tllfel RiltftR 

RRR R^ETRItl' RR ^R1 RlflSWI ffeRT RRT RT alh: RRTRT RRT R7R #3feft^t ^[R[ 1RR1R; ^IT ifeitfRR R^SI fRWIR R5T 
SltfeTR ^ I d^q -qlqici^ % ffefTRv 1 'JiiR'O, 1996 ^ Rt^fefW 5Ui FTP^RT fet WfRR RR?t RRT 3 I(iRh 3TT^7I 
HiRn ftfiRT %, RRlff ffe Rffel R7 % 40% RiT RTffeit SKI TfetRR RfRI "^IT 7R1 ^ I 7EJRR % ^RtR, 

Rfe^RRlt % RR^BT RtiRI w^dlRlft 4TR RJT fTRER 4(f) ^ -feRr ^Rl9, R'R 'RRRIRR % "RR$f RTRi^R" Hldl ^ I 

?tlRi StRtRrR, RR Rit R^ ^ ffe 1 '-RIRRTR % RRftR 3R^?I RT TTTR RR^F) 6Kf H?1 RtJIRT RRT f I 

^Rif=fc '5RI 5Pin RfiRT RRT il 1% 7fteR?^Fft sKl f^iR, RR R'RT^RR R7 (°iRk PfiR '3R% ^ ^R 

RTfRRRR RR ftRRt ^ 'R1RI6TR RR 3R^RT RT?f % I RlSR^Rt RTT 3T«R^RR RR% ^TR RT^OfT Rft R^ afa TfR 
■HRR ^ 'pTRlffer 4^d % +h^R ^ I ^ ar^RfTfen RT fRRK RR% FT 'JR’RRTRFR RT^f (%TRT d’^Uj ^RfRTFTR 

% REST), RTf R^ET fRRP? % FREER FfetRE ^ Rtffel t, RF fWT RRTR ^ RETR EFf RfeET I ^ET Ft% RF, fREft 
^TTRIRTRE "^RIRF % ETR RrfRR FF^ ^TERTfRRERT% FTEfl aF’Ri^T^f ^ >Ri4 | !||^] REE '% FRRR3RFf 3TI>F J ft I 
FT^JFRF, FFTartRteT RiT RTT^RIFt RTt RRT^ FT5T^ R^ RpRET % Rft ^ a4> foRRT -nifll 'f' sftF FE niffyR h'’I 5RT 

^llq-jUl % 3TTER RF ETE^ R>t RTTR % ffetH. “M^quO RiF% RiT Pt lj fq ffyiRI RRT ^ I 
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(iii) *jfft ftr tftft '^aref % Fifat ft % faftre f^si fafaj faFiffa farcr i FTFfa 137.7 ft<F Fiftl % 

ftftF ft F^ 2 T fa?fa 31 'ft FMTFt ft, -onff 401,77 (FTF ft F3TFTT 359.37 ftf^T faFT FFT) Ffa *jqre%;ftFF 

ft F^ ftrftct FJH, 1991 ft TTFTFT fttFFT ft aftr Slftt FFT 37^ iftfalF fat ^3Tt % I 

(iv) g^l? % '^TIF, ftls^ftl ft 3Tgftq fa*TT fa F^ZT faft79 ft ^farffat FT^R 7R Fit F^3I 3TFfftftf ft? Flfa 
fttft F)t TTlftTF Fit TTfttIH ‘ t£F Ft' FRT F1RT FlfftF I ^FFTT ?fa TJR FT FT FftRlTT tffa ftTFlFFFI ft 3?tT F^ft F?t 3TFfft 

ftrftfrrR ftTftftfts 7551 ft % 100 ■gffr?mft srfftFT fat fart Fiffto. i ■tr^' ir^ "g^ fr^ tpt> ttpitt ww ffe^rr ' r r®rT % i 
‘ qftrrn ft’ fa Fftfafa Firft ftr ffa^rfa faifa faftt fttt ftr stFTFft ftftt faftfafa fit afa fantFF ftr 
qiOTfqjfi TO FT ftfa? 7^; ft ^MPH tsiRT Flfar I FFT FTT ftfaffa fat FT, ftfafa 7^;, ftfa*R fttft ft? TOT 
FT F(fan FT 7ft Fllfa I 7£Fft Flfa ft, F(fFH 7^ faftFF ftr 7TWM fa fa ’FT faff I 

(v) fafaM fit ff Tfa fa fffi fariF ftr ftfaFF far fftm ftr Fifai ft ffafaF ffaTr-faFft ftr ffa f^zi fafar ft 
faft ftfftf fat ft, Fifa ftftF fa) ft 1 fttft ffanr-fftfa far Ffa % Hftfai' 1 ! % ftro ftr fat( f^ft ffarat ft 
fftffaFTsrsfti ffifft fairafftfttfaffa%ffajfarftn fti ftri ftr7 tffT ftFW’fa) fittF iffai 71 ftfafa-rr fttft 

SUeTCFF)' fat Ft 7TFTF1, fttfaffa aftr ftt^T^ftt Tftftf Fit aftr ft ^ T TT 1 TO*R "TTIRTt Wlf T Tt ^^TTft 

ft) frra; ftTOTT-fftTTft ^TFT 3l!ftqi4 f I 

(vi) 3Fq viTif ftr ■^ei-'Htn -q^i ft? ftifit«R ft ftftfVTi fttaftfttft ft> ^rroft, 1996 ftr 'tftwTi ft" ftpftftiftam Fwt<9 
wftw# : 

(7p) ftftt'IF Tfrlj^ TT^TtlTftftf 'ITFTT^t, ftjmft 1 T^ST STftftftRftF 31-12-95 ft? tn^ WVt Ft Tlftt ftfft'fftrWI 
TO 3Tft%F ft I 

(79) tr^I fftW7 aft7 'jfft ft^ ^ ft ftftfan 37^1 ^1 ftftftlF F^FI 3ntH Ftft Fft TTTftrj ^ WITF fft^ IftFI 

ftfttTR ftr Tfil^^TTF 7nft79 ft TTftt ftRjFI '9^1*4Tfftit' 1 T7 ftt FTT^FftlT I 

(vii) 3TW9HT (fttafrM) WTT’FtfttFWlftl -^ifttfttft 7f?| -srajn 24-apmt, 1995 FfttftMtft’T^fftl7rC(ftTftftt*RftT 
fftrn TOTO fftfFTT % I tft^’ftft PIMfl: FWfta fft)7F ^ft 1ft) HWfrfftfl Tftftf'TTT ftt 7 P« 1 71WT HlfftFilftftt 3fftftF7 

■^frftW fft*rro ■srrfftvr 0 ! ftr tf*i ’TO'Rft ftf titc 'fttr arraTiw Fit ftfft 7)ft ftr «n»^R ^ fft^wt ^t , ®n7ft M i 

vrm -HTwnr % fTximWh??! % »r^n: 73 m 3T5^T7?m ^rrftt »jf*T ftf^fftn^^ftpinFTffift ft^fftr^Tiftt 

wt T^rftf fftiTn 1 urmi 1 1 Tnsnfftn ftfttftiF iftf ^ -q^nuft ft** ft fft^ tt^t % 1 ftftifftn xsr 

fftirm wr "Tirr ftti F«n irnm, vtttt tttwtt: ^ro 37yftiftF ftptn ^ 1 1 ^nrfftr fimr 1 Tamft, 1996 ft 
ftfttfftn fft^mi ftro ^cft % ffttrr fftfft nft)7ftm T^rfVn rtrft f, nftf tjf isiftTOr 1 ! Tftjft ftfttftro 

T^ft fifro, ficnn ■FftyftfVTT irftr % t^t fn*;rtT^T Tfrrft T^ft -ft" ^rePf % 1 Tjrft yrmri ft ftftrf«TTi iftf ftr 
sftfftw ^ TntTif iftjft wr xj^ftF ftr ft^ft ft Fft wft 7 ^ 1^77 aftr ft7ft ftfttw fttr»?7jftt wti fftsT^ ^ fttft Tjore 
ftr ftnft w ftt fttftm mflf tf wft ftfttfftF Fft tft sftfftw wiifftFi ftfttw ftr siftfa t, i7=rf^ ijnM ftt 

’Tfft’rm F^79m7RW7TFtftlJ,fftFTfft7V1T^ »J7ffF WV ^ift ^ t ^ FTfi, iftfttftftt ftf wftt 'fC#* «T17«ft 
7K FtPI FtTTT I ftTTT Ftft t^F TTlftTOTn ftRIFr 1 riR^ft, 1996 ft ftt3Tt'ftft 5171 ftfttfftF T T^F1 fftu.1*fT % 

aflfftm ftr utf tit Tflr Fiff Ffftn i 

7TF FTFFI Ftm fa ftfatftW ft F?FI F)TR ft F77 77T7 F7 ftftt ^fi5 Fit fttffa Frftt ft) V1F»^ F7 ffalH Ftftt ftfa^JIT 
fti FTTTft ft T^I ifa F?1 100 yftlTTF F7 fttfal FR faF % I ' 

Cviii) fttftHW ft ffjfi farm, aftr farn( ftr ft 7faffa ^vift" Fft ^ tt TftftvF 'jfft srfftfak Fnft F^Fftfa 
F)1 WTTF faft faFT ftfttFF ftr FTIFfaFF Fft (lift<9 ft WT^Fnft ftr fa^ F^HT FT71T ft FF^FF ftfttFF FTTft FTT faftF 
faFT 11 TFFI FMlfttFFft FF 3^ft t fa ftt^l F^FT FTFT ftr FTFFTFf FIT STfaWH'ilFt KlU'll sfRFF ftt HFluftF 
^ ft I Fft FFTK, FFF "TO ft ftt FTftFT 5 Fft ftr FTF 37TFR FT ftr 3F:fam ftr fftFHJF % 7FF 5 Ffam FftTFffa 
WI^Frrft ftr faF ftfaFT F^ ft FTF'TTF Fnft FTT faftF faFI f IFF ■yr: ftfam tf^ST FFR fal ®t^(t ^ F^^fttF 
fftftF ft I 

( 1 \) 7ftftf'TF7fttftT3ftfft7FFTF?FF^^ftftrfaftqft)Ftft^ ftt^FTftTT (viii) ft F faftft m ftt ^tMtiifl ftrfafaftr 

ftfa^Tjftt % FTFft ft faT7 FF TTOtFF F)t 3FFfftFTm 7?ft Strft faFf FTTFT 3TTF7FFT ift Fttm ft I 
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(x) 137.7 7t%H % *J75TF % 7THR % fwftl 

(HI) t## H^T f#<3 HP ’BP'S' 9 HFf¥#HHOTi #H^OTOT%t f#H126 3T#, 1977 % 3R%P 4 # Hit 
smftr a### 26 ar#, 1983 k up# s ^ hthPi %hk % Rcfon f%7Pi;% ioo yf#F k 
ankw opr tiRfl HP %% h# hp arftppip % i 

(is) h^st fHnro; h im #Thh ## 26 37#, 1983 %t *p i #itHH -pit hr# m# h^ft f#ur % 
TRrhpnr t i hhiftt %t h# % h^t hrr h ### 100 Hf#H%t3MOTT7ftHT%t7jeH#%H?r 75 
yfdTM m I HTOTHzpt HP HF 37 HP# 4 1% f#H1 26 3T#, 1983 %t 77?TtHH 3 # % #7 *n, wf HFf 11 

f?ht fa# ftrw 26 ar#, 1977 k 4 hhT % ^stk: TtnitHH %t 374# # t 1 hrth %, 7### % 4 # 
%t hhth 6 TP % htf hfht hhtrtt f%HT % 1 

(H) H^1%TTPHP7^#OTf#Hl26 37# 1993 %t 1J37T 3#HHTtHH %t 77# 100 #T?RT %t H-HOTI 77# 
%#7 HT I 

(■et) htt #f % tthThtt f#% #rtHH ## 26 37 #, 1993 7t f%HT hht hi i h^h hrr % 3r*prR, tMhh 
1#^7#HHHPlH## ^HPSTHftTTTHTHT^tHTFtfaHPt I TTFjRR, 3THM 7#HH f#HT 26 37# 
1998 %t# Ft HHT t HTHT# #3%##^ #7? % #1 fHRTTJ; 3 #tHH H^3T f%7T^ % 71 ROTH TTHtOTT 
% 7TTH f#H1 1 OTTHTt, 1996 % f%HT 11 7773## ^ H*HT f#73T % 7STST 1 (H) HT f#TRT f%HT $, %t HP 

fkf^e hrht t f% h^hth# %r 7 # #, hr? h# %t hwt( h# t s# #pr nkt fwR hp -3?er=rr 

H# %t 37Hfa % 7#H 3#Rtf# f# # HT% faHTH HP 37TH1FTR HRHT ## I 

HF 73T kppft Tr^HTHEt k HPr fTTP HIT, 7Tlf% HT afk 3TH ^pfaftPP WIT -gp) nR p jrrf H^% Hit 3TfrfrT HT^ 
HTTr^rk' 3TfHHT TTHTT H7ri7T FlHT ^ I H^PT Hi7R % TSPTF 9 % 3fkN H^ZT fHTmi % FWlHH HT fkfTT 1 ? Tiff 
% ■RTH HF 73TF W f*PTTH % % 7PPFP % f^r W ppf % I 

(T) ^fHi, H^lH^fH^7PF^5H^%3kra7PH7l^P7T^%k^«HHft'5HHP«JT oP77Tlt, '?7#H7,5 yfn^TH ■5ITT 
HOT f*R7ni k Hlkkp 7HF: Pf TTHftRT 7P3TEM 5RT fHHffkT wf F^T HP# H PTPj HiFf 1 1 

(H) FHT HH5R, H?PT f#75T k # % ^fe<m TlteM^t fOTH? 1-1-1996 k H^PI faPTR 7T?ftf# #f HH 

HH7TTI TJTTT TTTrPTT fOTHT 26-4-1998 HP 3THHT P# HTF #HT W 7THu1T 1 1 

(IF) HlFH^O^HFF#1#Pt%7#HFF7 100HfiT7I?TH3lf#7t I HIHlpBIH. SHfipf# Fltl#ftf#7^ 100 
pfiTWTk 37f#t, HF ## # H?PF 54 POT, ^RT TSHTPI #91 k arfWt I HF W# H7 HIH^'f 
HIT TMffHPT H# HP HftHFT Ft 77H17TT11 T^ft HF7H#T 7# Hit fHOTI % 1# HF HFt HOT OT 7RHOT # 
#t«Ff HTt HTHT HT^T t#^T % TRltjHK HFTt 11 TTtFH^^Jfft Hit F7T 7THH it 31THl% HPTF 11 

(xi) 401.77 (HK H HFHH 359.37 k# fHOT HHT) % 7THH k ft«# 

(^) TH'l^^fkt % HtvptHtpr FT77 ‘ 3TH7T7f % 77'HOT ’ 3#7 # HP t#73 H krHtfol HHOTT HTErT k HfHHi 

FT7T PRltHP HHH FT OTFfp Hit 11 Ht-3TtHtFT % #T7T fOTH t # 10 HHfH HHTtHH 1## 10 PJH, 1971 Hit 
HHHHI Ft HH1 HI, f# HP^)Ht 77PTTF % HP7HI TpPJHFf kpHT HHT HI I HTtJ 1## 10 ^H, 1981 Hit f# 
HIT 3T# TTTPHH H TfpftafpOTr P 7T?HppftP TftPJFT 7^; # 100 nftrTJF HOTH1 HtHI 1971 H .3TH717 H£P % 
HP7HT 200 HfHTRT I HHT # FT OTHH7 % HHHH %Hlt k 7T#P#t HP # 3HHTT#T 1 1 

(73) "Eyf HTPT H17T7 fFHTHI 9-6-1991 HP HHTHT FT HHT HTI 

(H) t|HT HT^ k PHI HTHHTH tH# HT fHI H^PTHTTt % HT7T #t aTHeft 3THfk % f# 3ft7 T^ft wf H7, kPH 
F7HH 1990% HI# 77; HFt% % FtTIH TTFHfTT FI, H# % HHtHOTT HP f#FrH FtHT I TPaTtHtst afR 7jtF5c^J7ft 
% HtH F7T HPT H7 HP# t f% HHT t# % HHTH17H % f# fHHOT7 HP HHtH f%HT HHT HT H?f I HHI^kI 
HRR %t fHHPpt % %% H!% %t 3Tt7 % 7TTHPH ^n«H))''l OTPTTHT HHT Fcflfl FlFT % I HHTfp, 7Tt3TtHtpt ^ 
OT%5rf%HT t tHI HtFHwj Ht H 3# f%1TH1 11 37#, 1996 %tt 16 37#, 1996 % #f STTT 7?t37t#t 'ST7T 
fpHtfTH #f H7 H# 7TF#T 7#7T HP 11 H# F®H HF 11% HTJ7TT f#73 37% HHT, HFT OTP f% ^ HITR 
% ■’HHHTT #T % 9 # H1F % #HTt%T HFt f%H1 HHT % I RTsH w #I % HTH 4^*3 % HHTHRHHP PiFtho HH 



[■mn in—urns 4 ] ftt?t fit TFsm : sraiFTm 11 

if facf^q en, fanFFFn% ^tf^rn wr^r'sprtn^rf f^rr «ni*?fmf 'RSfff ^ra^f^rf^rfr wetn^^T^ 

fit FFtn %■ tnp IFf^f %FF^‘Fi!ff frt ^n ttfptt i 

FT^^FFtlit, FJH, 1991 %FT<FHT^f^fafF^F^FTTR%FFTF^'FFPTCt£F3TF4t 

ntaMF % inf ff fiftf ftp FPt nt ites^t sm yjfa % Fnsst fit fmftw ^rm 11 w ttfi % ftft 
T jcp aitFFTfTFT 94,31 FitK P-tHiRtt F<l4i Fit FFlFTTF fv-TI -Flul %, Ft-ailMtel % Riif uFlFOl F>t Firtn 
Fit 3rT4 FTt % FTP % 91^1 FT fP*ttRd FKP1 4M^F4 ^ I P?T FFTFI T£ff T T^3T f=tN<sl SRI FT % FTP 1 ! 

PCf Ft FPP1T I 


FF PTFtTSPtF t fFTFtf 1991 % FTP fPFtfTTT F^ % faff Ffaffa faf ( F1FT FTFTTT % famf^Tlf % 3TTF1T 
ft frm vi) upn'a^fe fa ttftPf ft Ffa % w.- fftpitf fa faff faPmrfaS fa 3 fmff ffanpr 
pdifll ft i ppfFOT y^ii^ini amtu 7rtfayl<!t % ffaFt ft fPit 1 


(fj 


Ftfafat P jfafa fam t % pfa ^mrt, 1986 ffi in fft FffpraTfait' fa 7jffa ffapi ft ffa nfa % 
PdlFl'-H % FPfa F, h' 44T [falhi 'fa c 6t' J T FIT fllTHd “fit FFP % fat % FTP % SpjTtlT PlFci ffaTT “'S)|X*. 4 III 


farfarFfa % fs 4 '5pm ffaFi i fa fa 1 s^fa ^ Fifat fa fafat m nr amt FFFFfa nfa fa 

11 in 1 tit h ftf?t ■'jfajFTH f<.hi 3ffa £ fafafeF'fffa ?f ■m/u fa fi < fip ft fa ^9 ,1991 fa fff-i i^dt ftttt 
fa FFTfa ft pfafat-ip Ffafa fa n^zi fwi ?iiwi nirhsi ^ wi % <^f % mn % ^f 
fnmT ftCTT WtJJlT I r^nt nt y^K, 6fl5=6^tl1 ^iT nF cl4) f^F> H®fl ,! +i<.' J l % •ftH 7 9 fRllfniT ftvOm 7! t T l 1961 
R^lfl Rill6^ F5l ^JFT FI % ti?'4 n fVlci FF ^Hl ■ctlRll., ^1T% 7 ip 9 s nft ^ I 


O) fern -Mn^: -y^r ^inr % sinm n, nisfnM % 10 - 6-1991 ^ Fit % mu % 3^jnK 

Hr 1 ] IVlT f I F^c fFFRI 1-1-1996 ^ ^3n»F I FFIIWfan^ 1996 %n^RRF^ ’Jisrs'^ 

nFfFF F^ei FTTR FFmt FFf FT I FFfRTJ, fFFTFT 1-1-1996 F> ?lT T t.lt?Tt*iR ^ TFF: FT 

^1 TTFT % I FF FFt(T Ffrm % f*F TftaM^t Fit Fitt^T^ mft $ I 


13. FtWKr: #1FF tF^ FF Wnf F«Tt TTOJ Wcm ^ % 3HFR FT FF FlfaaRFl FP# FIT f^TRT^RK 


(i) F^fFTTTTt^ 5 FflT?TF F>t TFF; Flf%^ffe % fM nt^PM FTO ?TFL137.7 Tf^TT % FIFF % FTFH ^ TF 1 ^ 
FF! FtFt, FFfftl F^3T -fF^I fF?tF FF ^ 5 F^ % FFTW FT fFFP7 % FFTIFF FF '®TFTFT FFFT % I 

(ii) FFt FFFT, F^T fF^T5t ^ RffirPe 1?Tlt Fit ^T3?t fTT, FtafHtFt FFTT fFTTF ^ 137.7 ^F FTPl FT3TF % TTFF 

1 'FFFtt, 1996 ^ FTtlFF F^f FF TIFnll I fqFFF TTTftFF fFFTFI 26 Ftfe, 1993 Fit FFT FT, ^FfTTO, FTFW 
FFTtFF fFFFT 26 F^FT, 1998 Fit FFFT FF% FTF Ft Ft FFF1 i I FF itTS^ FF TIFF F' TflSTTFtFt FFT fF FT^ 
FTTTFTrt FF FTF F FFt FiR Fit FTFTFFkTT $ 1 * 1 ) I 

(iil) 401.77 F^F (FFT^f F3FTT 359.37 Ff^F fFTFT FFT) % ‘‘JCTF % TTFF TTtsitFlFt ^ FlfFT^ FFt 11 ^F »JTSr5 
% TTFF F FtSF^Fift FIT 31^Rt;4 FTTFlFTR fFTFT "FTTTT % I 


TTF. FFT, -3HFT3 
[ tFFTFF/3/4/143/2000/3TOT. ] 


TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR MAJOR PORTS 
NOTIFICATION 

New Delhi, the 14th. September 2000 

No. TA M P/4/99-COPT. —In cxccrcisc of The powers conferred under Section 49 of (he Major Pori Trusts Act, 
196.1 (18 of 1961). the Tariff Authority for Major Ports hereby disposes of the representation made by the Central 
Warehousing Corporation (CWC) against increase in lease rent by the Cochin Port Trust for lahd allotted for operating 
Us warehouse, as in the Order appended hereto. 
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SCHEDULE 

Cm Mg,lAMCrtteC9ffT' 

The Central Warehousing Corporation (CWC) ... Applicant 

Va. 

The Cochin Port Trust (COPT) ... Non-Applicant 


O- R PER 

(PaMod on tNa 3 lat day of August 2000) 


This case rotates to a representation submitted by the Central Warehousing 
Corporation (CWC) against increase of lease rent by the Cochin Port Trust (COPT) tor land 
ataiad on least (or operating a Wtrthout# In Cochin 


2 The CWC has been operating a Warehouse in Cochin attar taking land from the 

COPT ta per the detale given below; 


3. 


(1). 137.7 cents of land on 27 years lease with effect from 2&4.60 to 25.4.2007 wtti 

the provision of Increase of rent after every five years with effect from 28.4.1983. 

(H) . 401.77 cents of land on 30 years tease from 10.6.61 irtth a provision for increase 

of rent after every ten years by an amount not exceeding 100% of tie existing 
rent (36 cents and 7.40 cants of tend wars handed back to tie COPT on 10.6.91 
end 1.1.96 respectively.) 

In Its representation, the CWC has given folbwing points:- 

(•)■ With rafiMWita 20) Kaati 

(I) . Even though the terms of the lease agreement stipulated that the rent could be 

Increased only after every 5 years wtfr> effect from 264.83, tie COPT urttateraly 
re\*eed tie ratee aa per details given below. 


(«) 

1st Revision 

From Rs.27,677.70 p.a. to Rs.48,436.97 p.a. ft 
76% with effect from 26.4.83 (After only 3 years) 

(b) 

2nd Revision 

From Ra.48,436.97 p.a. to R&75,S80A p.a. ft 66% 
wifi affect from 26.4.93. 

(c) 

3rd Revision 

From Ra.76.560A to Rs.1,51,194.60 p.a. 0 more 
than 100% wttii effect from 1.1,96. (After only 3 



years) 


(II). The COPT has now proposed to Increase fie rent at a uniform rate of 5% per 
annum wifi an opton to re-fix the same after 6 years, which la In vlotafon of fie 
agreement 

(b). Wih rafaraoca Jal (ll).abow 

(I). When the Inlttal tease period of 30 years was over, the COPT unlteteraty revised 
the tease rent as given below; 

(a). From Rs.21,126/- (for 401.77 cents of land) to Rs.201,258 par annum (for 
366.77 cents of land) with effect from 10.6.91 Q 8626%. (36 cents of 
land was handed back on 10.6.91) 
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(b). From Rs.2,01,268 (for 386.77 cants of land) to Rs.3,94,588.26 psr annum 
(for 369.37 cants of land) wtth offset from 1.1.96 Q 96%. (7.40 cents of 
lend was handed back on 1.1.96) 

(H). As per clause 7 of the agreement, the Increase of lease rental can be effected 
only after every period of 10 years from 10.6.61 by an amount not exceedng 
100% of the existing lease rent 

(III). In addlon, the COPT Imposed 5% annual increase for tie year 1997-88 as per Its 
revised lease pro forma made effectve from 1.1.96 and Introduced In mld-1997. 

4. The CWC has reportedly made several representelons to tie COPT for a 

moderate Increase. It has also been stated that the COPT did not accept tie request of tie CWC; 
and, tie CWC deposited the deferential amotnt under protest 

6.1. The representation received from tie CWC was referred to tie COPT for 

comments. In Its reply, tie COPT has made the following points: 


(I) . There Is no provision In the lease condlflons for bilateral discussions In the matter 

of revision and flxaton of lease rent 

(II) . According to the p reveling practce, the Port Trust first discusses tie proposals for 

revision of tease rent wtth the Lease Holders Association, a registered body 
created for tie purpose of protecting the Interests of lease holders. Thereafter, 
the proposal Is placed before tie Board for approvaL 

(III) . In respect of the last revision of lease rent which is disputed by tie CWC, tie Port 

Trust held detailed discussions on two occasions with the representatives of the 
Lease Holders Association. 

(Iv). Linder tie agreement arrived between the COPT and the Lease Holders 
Association, revision of lease rent In respect of existing lessees wtl not exceed 
100 %. 

(v). The last revision of the lease rent was with effect from 1 January 96. The revision 
was In accordance with the guidelines Issued by tie Mini tty of Surface T ra ns port 

For tie purpose of determining the extent of Increase, the Port Trust obtained 
Information on the value of land In Cochin from the last land auction which was 
conducted by the Greater Cochin Development Authority and made appropriate 
corrections for the locations at Wllllngdon Island. The rates were Ihen discussed 
with tie Lease Holders Association, and placed In the meeting of the Board of 
Trustees who recommended Its approval to the Ministry of Surface Transport 

(vl). While communicating the Government approval to tie proposed revision of lease 
rent, it has been directed that aX fresh teases In future wil be sub}ected to a 5% 
annual Increase wtlh tie revision of tie lease once In every five years. 

(vll). It Is neither practical nor feasible for Ihe Port Trust to separately negotiate with 
hundreds of Lease Holders. In fact, some of the leaseholders ere steady 
represented In the Board of Trustees In some other capacity. Besides, the Port 
has held discussions wifi the Lease Holders Association. 


(vlii). Aggrieved by tie revision in lease rent some of the lessees have already 
approached the Hon'ble High Court of Kerala, and tie matter Is now pending 
before the High Court A' hearing at this stage (by tie TAMP) with one of the 
leaseholders Is not appropriate In view of the pendency of the cases In the High 
Court 

5 2. The Port has specifically stated that the CWC Is being charged tie same lease 

rent as applcable to olher leaseholders and no special dispensation can be given to them. 
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6. The CWC has stated teat, In accordance with danse 9 of the Agreement lease 

rant can be Increased only after every 5 years and It shall not exceed 100% of the existing rent 
But In tee case of land mentioned at paragraph 2(1) above, the Port Increased the basic / original 
rate of rent by 75%, 173%, and 447% respectively during the 1st 2nd, and 3rd revisions. In 
respect of land mentioned at paragraph 2 (II) above, the COPT revised the lease rent after expiry 
of the initial lease period of 30 years by about 852.6% with effect from 10.6.91. Another Increase 
amounting to 96% on the immediately preceding rate of lease rent was made effective from 1.1.96. 
This amounts to an increase of 1768% on the basic rate being charged at the time of expiry of the 
previous lease agreement The CWC has pointed out that clause 7 of the lease agreement 
empowers an Increase after every 10 years by not more than 100% of the existing rent subject to 
certain conditions. The CWC has proposed that annual Increase shall on an average not work out 
to be more than 5%; and, the increased rent thus calculated payable only at definite intervals 
specified In the Agreement of the two lands. This proposal has been made by the CWC in 
response to our request to specifically Indicate what the CWC means by “moderate Increase” and 
“definite Intervel". 

7.1. In response to the invitation to attend the joint hearing to be held on 18 November 

1999, the COPT vide Its letter dated 2.11.99 reiterated Its earlier submissions and stated hearing 
at this stage by tie TAMP might not be appropriate to view of ihe pendency of the case In the High 
Court, since the decision of the Horfble High Court in any case would be binding on all the lease 
holders of the Port Trust 


7.2. A Joint hearing was held on 18 November 99, The COPT was not present. 

Arguments of the CWC were heard on the maintainability of the proceeding In the face of the case 
pending In Ihe Court of Law and the merit of the case. It was made clear that the Authority would 
consider these Issues sequentially; and, proceed to decide the case on merits If It Is decided to get 
ahead with tee proceedings notwithstanding the pendency of some (related) cases In the High 
Court 

7.3 The following submissions were made by the CWC during the joint hearing: 

(i). Pendency of the case In the Court has no bearing on our case; and, it cannot be a 
bar to Ihis case. 


(II) . The case In tee Court Is filed by tee Lease Holders Association. We are not a 

member of the Association. We are not a party to the case. 

(III) . There Is no order of the court restraining TAMP from entertaining such cases. In 

fact, the Lease Holders Association also should have first come here. That Is why 
we have come here first 

(Iv). The CWC operates one warehouse in 2 pieces of lands. There are Iwo separate 
lease deeds with different conditions, 


(v) . Leases are in existence; lease deeds are valid and they are binding on both 

parties. Neither can violate the terms and conditions. 

(vi) . Clause-9 of Lease Deed alows revision once In 5 years with effect from 26 April 

83 and upto 100%. But, COPT revised It repeatedly ahead of this 5 years cycle 
and by more than 100% (marginally) In Ihe third revision effected from 1.1.96. 

(vli). Even tee 2 nd revision was more than 100% which they revised after 10 years. 
That tee revision took place after 10 years cannot entitle them to increase by 
200%. If they did not exercise tee 5 year option, It Is their decision. They cannot 
‘accumulate the opportunity’. 

(viil). "Existing Rate” must mean tee original rate. It cannot mean the revised rate. 
There can be no question of distinguishing between ‘existing rate' and 'base rate’. 
If there was such a distinction, the Lease Agreement should have explicitly stated 
it In the absence of it if there is any doubt the benefit of tee doubt should go to 
CWC. 
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(ix) . The Lease Agreement in clause 1(a) specifically cites the lease rate. There is no 

other rate mentioned. Therefore, that becomes the 'existing rate’. 

(x) . Please rectify the error and order COPT to ‘adjust 1 the excess amount in future 

rents. The 'Adjustment 1 suggested is not ‘refund’. Even If the Authority has no 
power to order ‘refund’, it can easily order ‘adjustment’. Excess recovery will 
amount to payment of ‘advance rent*. Therefore, there can be no objection to 
'adjustment 1 (of ‘advance rent*). This Authority can give a decision on the excess 
recovery. And, say this may be adjusted in future rents’. That wil give us the 
option to go for immediate recovery or for adjustment 

(xi) . (a). From 1.1.96 (apparently with reference to some Government Guidelines) 

the COPT has started 5% annual escalation and a 5 year cycle for change 
of 'base rate’. This is violative of our lease deed. We are paying under 
protest Please slrike this down. 

(b). The very fact of this change shows that there was no concept of change 
of ‘base rate' earlier. 

(xli). The Lease Holders Association has gone to the High Court The High Court has 
stayed the revision; and, asked the petitioners to pay 40% of Ihe increase pending 
a final decision. We have not taken advantage of that order. 

(xlli). There is a separate Lease Deed for the second piece of land, which expired on 
1991. This was extended to 1995 andfurlher extendedto 2000. 

(xlv). Lease Deed remained Ihe same. Lease condition was not altered except for one. 
In Ihe onginal Deed, we had an oplion to take an extension. This “option” 
has been removed. AH other condition remains the same. Now, only the 
COPT has the ‘option’ to offer renewal.' 

(xv) . They have renewed and changed the lease rent Introduced annual escalation, 

and introduced even a 5 yearty change of base rate. All these are violative of the 
Lease Agreement There was no discussion and there was no "mutual 
agreement”. The changes were unilateral and arbitrary. 

(xvi) . Lease rent has to stand the test of reasonableness. They cannot arbitrarily decide. 

(xvii). (a). We agree to a 5% annual escalation. 

(b) . We only object to a 6 yearty change of base rate. 

(c) . We want TAMP to fix a "moderate Increase" which can stand the test of 

reasonableness. 

(d) . We will give copies of our "under protest” letters. 

(e) . We will check our records to see whether we exercised our “option" for a 

renewal, 

7.4. The CWC wanted lime to check on further facls and produce some documents 

before completing Its arguments They were given 6 weeks time to submit the following 
documents / information: 

(I) . Copies of the COPT letters relating to extension of the lease in 1991 and 1995. 

(II) . Copies of CWC’s “acceptance under protest” letters. 

(iii). Check their local (l.e. Cochin) office records to report on whether or not they 

exercised their ‘option’ for a renewal of the lease. 

8. The COPT vide its tetter dated 10 January 2000 has stated that since the revision 

of lease rent made applicable uniformly to all lessees wltoln the Wlngdon Island with toe approval 
of the Port Trust Board and the MOST, one lease holder viz the CWC cannot be an exception. As 
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Ihe matter Is subjudtee wifi ths Hon'We High Court of Kerala, the COPT ha® reiterated that a 
hearing at this stage with one of the leaseholders may not be appropriate. 

9.1. Another joint hearing was held In this case on 7 April 2000. The CWC as wed as 

the COPT were participated. The following submissions were made at the joint hearing: 

Tht Central Warehousing Corporation 

(I) . We wN tile copies of the COPT letters regarding ‘extension’ and our ‘under 

protest 1 tetters within a week. 

(II) . According to Clause 1 (I) of the Lease Deed tie CWC had the option to renew. 

(III) . The CWC had verbally Informed the COPT about exercising the option The 

Lease Deed does not specify modal ties etc., of exercising tie option. 

(Iv). There were verbal negolation between January and June 1990. During tie 
negotiation the COPT pointed out that there was a form for application for 
renewal 

(v). CWC wrote In October 1990 to renew and to Issue the application form No reply 
has been received from tie COPT. Thereafter, we wrote again requesting 
spedficaty for renewal. 

(vl). Referring to our request for YenewaP, In May 1991, the COPT asked for 
surrender of a portion of tie land (6.6 cents). This shows the COPT was well 
aware of our Interest In and request for 'renewaP. We could not apply In tie form 
because form was not Issued 

(vD). See our letter of June 1991, repeatng our request for renewal. 

(vHf). The COPT’S letter of July 1991 expresses Its Inability to renew the lease In the 
absence of surrender of a final plot of land. We were never advised of the terms 
and condttons of renewal 

(lx). We proceed to surrender 6.6 cents of land In July 1991. The COPT writes m 
January 1992, stating that renewal can be only for 4 years and after a substantial 
hike In rate at that 

(x). Terms and conditions were uniateraSy settled. Lease Deed requires It to be 
Ynutuatyeetdecf, 

(xl). While asking for surrender of 6.6 cents, no other conditions were Indicated. How 
do the changes In terms /eondllons suddenly arise? 

(xll). We accepted ths changes 'under protest*. 

(xil). COPT latter of June 1997, Indicated renewal tor 9 years l.e., upto 2009. 
Government approval was also cited. How can they now say, they want tie lands 
for their own use? 

(xN). COPT says we accepted the revise terms and conditions. Please see our telex 
message of February 1991. We had indicated our choice of terms and conditions, 

(xv). In response to that, they Indicate only surrender of 6.6 cents of tend. Nothing else 
was stated. Whatls the reasonable Inference on this? 

(xv!). How Is discussion with lease Holders Association relevant? We are not a member 
of that Association. 
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(xvil). Our Lease Deed says, terms and conditions to be setfed by 'mutual' discussions. 
Where is toe mutual discussion? 


(xvM). Reference to Government Guideline Is not relevant Our Lease Deed Is a specific 
written contact How can toat be overridden? Even Government Is not above 
law. It cannot untateraly override on existng contract 

(xlx). Reference to market rate Is Irrelevant We have to pay according to our Lease 
Deed and not any market rate. 

(xx). CWC is not asking for any concession. VMiat otoers are paying is not relevant 
COPT must abide by the separate and specific Lease Deed executed in our case. 

(xxl). In Its letter dated 16 February 1996, the COPT lisetf says that we have not 
accepted Its terms and conditions. 

(xxii). The COPT reference is to Government order, Board decision market rate, etc. 
There is no reference to mutual consultation at aL Therefore, their entire acton 
has been unilateral 


The Cochin Port Trust 


(I) . Lease expired in 1991. ‘Automatic renewal 1 clause was removed In the 

Government Guldelnes. 

(II) . In 1996, CWC wrote a letter accepting the 'new terms and concHlons'. We wll 

produce a copy. 

(ill). There was no arbitrary acton. Al our decisions were according to Government 
Guidelines. 


(Iv). They are not able to produce any documents relating to negotiations. 

(v). There have been extensive consultations with Lease Holders Association. 

(vl). These revisions were as advised by the MOST. 

(vH). Even now the C & AG says, rates are low. How then can our rates be called 
arbitrary or exorbitant 

(viil). CWC talks of Its commercial Interests. The COPT has also to reckon with its 
commercial Interests. 

(lx). As advised by the MOST, rates have been decided with reference to market rates, 
in consultation with the Revenue Authorities of the Districts. 

(x). CWC 'under protest* letter Is only about the rent They accepted the terms and 
conditions. But they have still not executed the lease Deed. 


(xi). Our arguments are common to both the pieces of land taken by toe CWC. 

9 2. During the joint hearing toe COPT has requested for time to file a written 

submission. It was given six weeks lime to file It The CWC was given four weeks time, after 
receipt of the copy of COPT’S written submission, to file its replies. The CWC agreed to file 
alongwith Its reply toe two sets of documents required under para 7.4. above which were not tiled 
by It earlier. 


10. As agreed in toe joint hearing, toe COPT has submitted a written submission on 

29 April 2000. In Its written submission, toe COPT has reiterated Its earlier arguments. In 
addition, following points were made:- 
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(i) , A series of correspondence relating to revision of lease rent from toe CWC was 

received over the period of tenure of lease and the COPT has appropriately 
responded to these representations. 

(ii) . The CWC has stated that between January and June 1990, in accordance with 

the Clause 1 (I) of toe Lease Deed executed on 24 May 1963, they have verbaly 
exercised their option for renewal of lease and also held negotiaton with the 
COPT. As per our records toe re has been no negotiaton with the CWC with 
regard to the exercising of the option for renewal of lease. There are no records 
showing any of our officers having had any verbal Intimation / communication from 
the CWC in this connection. We also do not have any written communique from 
the CWC during toe period January-June 1990 In tois connection. 
Notwithstanding the fact that the CWC did not exercise the opt on of renewal 
wltoln toe tme frame os stipulated in the lease agreement, for toe fresh tease 
period, Ihe terms and conditions as In force at the time of renewal of the tease, 
shal only apply. 

(III). The COPT had Intimated to al toe lessees In January 1986, about Ihe 
modifications proposed in the lease agreement It was conveyed that the lessees 
shal have the option of renewing toe tease for such further period on terms and 
conditions as applicable to fresh lease and on payment of lease rent as 
applcable to fresh tease as per toe Port's Scale of Rates on the date of renewal. 
The CWC had never expressed Its disagreement to toe said circular at any point 
of time. 

(Iv). After protracted correspondence, CWC finally communicated their acceptance of 
the terms and condition as applicable to fresh lease in respect of 359.37 cents, 
vide their tetter dated 11 April 1996 and 16 April 1996. 

(v), Wilh reference to tir land of 137 cents, there appears no room or reason for any 
dispute, since Clauses 1 (c) and 9 of the terms and conditions of toe tease 
agreement which has been executed by the CWC for this piece of land, explicitly 
provides for lease rent revision. 

(vl). Even the rate of lease rent currentty in force, has attracted serious audit objection 
by toe Accountant General (Audit) of India. During too revision In 1996, the tease 
rent for tease cf land for commercial purpose was fixed as Rs.3,40,000/- per acre 
per annum. iawever, being an existing lessee, CWC was only charged @ 
Rs. 1,09,800/- per acre per annum for the land teased to them, which Is very low 
as compared to the revised lease rent for land used for commercial purpose. 

(vil). A comparative table showing the revisions Implemented by toe COPT in 
accordance wito toe provisions of the lease agreement In respect of the plot 
measuring 401.77 cents and the rent paid by the CWC during the tenure of tease 
and thereafter during the renewal of tease (i.e., 10.6.1991 to 20.6.2000) is given 
below; 


.. 

s. 

No. 

Date of 
revision 

Rent per acre 
per annum 

(R».) 

Date of revision Rent per acre 
per annum 

(R«-> 


Other lease {lessees) 

CWC 

1. 

01.07.1960 

2880A 

10.06.1961 

2880A 

2. 

01.07.1962 

3600/- 

10.06.1971 

*2880/- 

3. 

14.02.1967 

5400A 

10.06.1981 

5670A 

4. 

23.03.1971 

6700A 

10.06.1991 

54873/- 

5. 

01.07.1975 

20100A 

01.01.1996 

109800A 

6. 

16.07.1982 

35175/- 

* Revision not effected during 1971- 

7. 

01.03.1989 

54873A 

1981 on the directions from toe 

8. 

01.01.1996 

f.. 

109800/- 

_ __ 

Solicitor General of India and as 
advised by Port's Legal Adviser. 


(100 cent* ■ 1 acre) 
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(vlll). For the ease of reference, tabulation of revision In lease rent In respect of the plot 
of land measuring 137.7 cents effected in case of CWC Is given below: 


s. 

No. 

Date of 
revision 

Rent per acre 
per annum 

... _ 

Date of revision Rent per acre 
per annum 

(Re) 


Other lease (lessees) 

CWC 

1 . 

01.07.1975 

20100A 

20.04.1977 

20100A 

2. 

16.07.1982 

35175A 

26.04.1983 

35175A 

3. 

01.03.1989 

54873A 

26.04.1993 

54873A 

4. 

01.01.1996 

109800A 

01.01.1996 

109800A 


(100 cent* = 1 acre) 


11.1. In Its submission ihe CWC has reiterated Its earlier arguments and pleaded for the 

folowing dlrections:- 


(I) , To execute a fresh lease deed for a period of thirty years with effect from 10 June 

1991 to 9 June 2021 on the same terms and conditions as contained In the lease 
deed dated 24 May 1963. 

(II) . To make an Increase of lease rent wtth effect from 10 June 1991 and a further 

Increase for every period of ten years or from the date of the Gazette Notification, 
whichever Is later and to a maximum amount of Rs. 11,57,98 or Ihe rate mentioned 
In Ihe Gazette Notification, whichever Is less. 

(III) . The refund the excess lease rent received by respondent or In the alternative to 

treat the same as advance rent received. 


11.2. The CWC has been directed In the joint hearings to submit copies of COPT’S 

letters relating to extension of lease, CWC’s acceptance "under protest” letter and report whether 
or not exercised their 'option’ for a renewal of Ihe lease (as given in paragraph 10 above). The 
CWC has submitted copies of COPT’S letters relating to extension of lease and also copy of Ihelr 
acceptance "under protest” letter. However, Ihe CWC has not given any Information about their 
■option’ for a renewal. The COPT in Its written submission has enclosed copies of the CWC 
(Cochin Office) two letters agreeing to renew the lease of the land as per COPT’S terms and 
conditions. 


12. Based on the records available and Ihe totality of information colected during the 

proceedings of the case, toe following posllons emerge: 

(I) . The representation of toe CWC is against arbitrary and unreasonable Increase of 

lese rent in respect of the two plots of land under Its occupallon. The CWC Is for 
moderate Increase after definite Intervals as per lease agreement 

(II) . The COPT raised a preliminary objection to tois Authority's intervention in this 

case, in view of an ongoing legation relating to the rate revision effected by the 
COPT w.e.f. 1 Jan 96. The case pending before the Kerala High Court Is filed by 
the Cochin Port Lease Holders’ Assoclalon; and, the quesllon raised Is the 
reasonableness of the revised lease rent being levied by the COPT. The High 
Court has passed an interim order staying the rate revision effected by the COPT 
w.e.f. 1 Jan. 96 provided 40% of the enhanced rates are paid by toe petitioners. 

During the joint hearing, toe CWC has mentioned that It Is not a member of toe 
Lease Holders’ Association and hence, not a party to toe case before the High 
Court Further it has confirmed that advantage of the toterlm order of toe Court Is 
not enjoyed by It 

As pointed out by toe CWC, there is no order of toe court restraining tols Authority 
from entertaining specific representation like toe one made by toe CWC. The 
representation of toe CWC Is wtto reference to toe land occupied by It and toe 




20 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : EXTRAORDINARY 


|Part III — Sec. 4] 


lease deeds executed in this connection. Entertaining this representation will in 
no way affect the litigating party (before the Kerala High Court) who Is aggrieved 
by the general revision of lease rent That being so, the mere pendency of a case 
In a court of law, may not put any fetter in proceeding with the representation 
before this Authority. Accordingly, the arguments of the COPT about 
malntalnabilty of the proceedings are dismissed and it has been decided by this 
Authority to proceed to examine the case on merits. 

(III). In case of both the plots of land, the CWC executed specific lease deeds. While 
the lease deed In respect of the plot measuring 137.7 cents is still In force, the 
lease deed relating to the plot measuring 401.77 cents (subsequently reduced to 
359.37 cents) has expired In June 91 and not yet renewed. 

(Iv). During he joint hearing, the CWC pleaded that ‘Existing rate’ mentioned In the 
lease deeds should be taken to mean the original rate’ prevailing on the date of 
commencement of lease periods. Its argument Is to apply the percentage 
increases on the original rate; and, during he tenure of lease such Increases 
should not exceed 100% of he original rate. This argument Is somewhat 
misplaced. In he absence of anything on he contrary to define the words 
'existing rate’, such expression should be construed to mean he rate prevailing at 
the material time of revision. Once revised, the revised rate wil become he 
existing rate at the time of next revision, h other words, exislng rate will be he 
rate Immediately proceeding the revision. 

(v). The COPT argument that there is no provision in he lease deed for bilateral 
discussions in he matter of revision and flxallon of lease rent is not tenable. 
There is a definite clause in the lease deed for mutual discussion and settlement 
of renewal of lease. Even hough It may not be necessary for he COPT to accept 
the terms and conditions desired by he CWC at he time of renewal of lease, it is 
Incumbent on part of both COPT and CWC to hold discussions to arrive at 
mutually agreeable terms and conditions of renewal of lease. 

(vl). The January 1996 circular of he COPT relating to revision of lease rente, interalla, 
contains he following stipulations: 

(a) . The revision Is applicable to the existing lessees whose period of lease Is 

expiring after 31.12.95 and require to be renewed. 

(b) . The revision of lease rent and oher charges retafng to lease of land wll 

be applicable from he date of Implementation of the revision Irrespective 
of the date of commencing he lease, to all the existing lessees also. 

(vH). The note dated 24 July 95 submitted by he Chairman (COPT) to he Board of 
Trustees for the port of Cochin contains the proposals for revision of lease rent 
The note has clearly merrtoned that the revised rates proposed are fixed after 
consul*ng the State Revenue Auhorlty and Greater Cochin Development 
Authority; and, based on the value of comparable land In he vicinity. This 
procedure is folowed by all the Port Trusts for fixing lease rents of heir lands, as 
per the guidelines of ths Government of India. The proposed revised rates are 
said to have been discussed wth he Lease Holders' Association. The revised 
tease rent has been approved by he Port Trusts Board and subsequently by he 
Govt of India. While the methodology adopted for fixing the revised lease rent 
w.e.f. 1 January 1996 appears to be logical, this Auhority is not In a position to 
ascertain the reasonableness of the revised rates without re-examining he entire 
revised proposal, h other words, the reasonableness of he revised rates should 
be examined with reference to the entire port estate and such scruiny cannot be 
confined only with reference to a smal plot of land occupied by he CWC. Since 
he reasonableness of the revised rates Is under Judicial scrutiny, the outcome of 
the Wgation wil be applicable to all plot holders of the COPT irrespeclve of 
whether a plot holder Is a party to the Wgatlon or not That being so, this Authority 
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shal not go Into tie question of reasonableness of the revised lease rent 
Implemented by tie COPT w.e.f. 1 January 1996. 

It Is to be recognised fiat the COPT has imited this Increase at 100% In the case 
of existing lessees considertig the provision In tie lease agreement to limit such 
Increase at that level 

(vi). The COPT has decided to make suitable modification in the lease agreement to 
make applcable the revision of rate of lease rent and other charges relating to 
lease of rent from the date of Implementation of the revision, ^respective of date of 
taking over of the land. This In effect means that the provision of the exislng 
lease apeement wi be superseded and that too unllateraly. Likewise, the Port 
Trust has decided to make a provision In the existing leases also to apply an 
annual increase of 5% in the lease rent with an option to re-fix tie base rate alter 
every 5 years. This again Is a uni lateral decision disregard of the existing lease 
agreement 

(be). Notwithstanding the decision of not questioning toe reasonableness of tie revised 
rates, It becomes necessary to examine further toe periodicity of revision carried 
out In toe case of CWC In view of the decisions of the COPT mentioned at para 
(vfll) above. 

(x). Position In reseed of Plot of land measuring 137.7 cents. 

(a) . Clause 9 of toe concerned lease deed slpulates toat the lessor has a right 

to Increase toe rent after every period of 4 years from 26 Aprl 77 and 6 
years from 26 April 1983 by an amount not exceeding 100% of toe 
existing rent 

(b) . The first revision of lease rent took place on 26 April 83. The effective 

date of revision Is in terms of the tease deed. The extent of revision was 
also 76% only, as against the celling of 100% mentioned In toe lease 
agreement The CWC*s observation that revision on 26 April 1983 was 
wltoln 3 years Is not correct The lease deed permits a revision after 4 
years from 26 April 1977. In fact, the COPT has effected the first revision 
after 6 years instead of 4 years. 

(c) . The second revision of lease rent took place on 26 April 1993 and toe 

extent of revision was wel wtthln toe celing of 100%. 

(d) . The last revision relating to tois plot of land was made w.e.f. 26 April 93. 

In terms of lease agreement the revision Is due only on expiry of a period 
of 5 years from the date of last revision. Accordingly, the next revision 
has fa ten due oh 26 April 98. However, the COPT has revised the rent 
for tils plot w.e.f. 1 January 1996 along with toe general revision of lease 
rent The COPT has reted on clause 1(c) of the lease deed which 
stipulates toat the lessee should pay and discharge all rates, taxes, 
charges and assessments of every description subsisting or which may be 
Imposed during toe tenure of the lease. 

This clause appears to be more relevant In the case of requiring a lessee 
to reimburse toe muntdpel tax, property tax and any other statutory dues. 
With a specific condition on revision of lease rent existing under clause 9 
of the lease agreement, this clause Is not relevant for toe purpose of lease 
rant revision. 

(e) . Since toe lease deed specifically provides for revision of rent at an Interval 

of 5 years. The condition prescribed by the COPT relating to an annual 
automatic Increase of lease rent by 5% Is not applicable In this case. 
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(I). Likewise, in view of toe specific stipulation in the lease deed, the COPT 
could not revise the lease rent w.e.f. 1.1.1996. Such revision could only 
take place on or after 26.4.1998. 

(g). The CWC has also pointed out that the revised rate is more than 100%. 
By a strict arithmetics, the revised rate Is more than 100%; it exceeds this 
celling by Rs. 54 per acre per annum. This may be a result of rounding off 
of figures at different stages. For a variation of such an Insignificant 
amount, it can not be held that the quantum of revision is not in terms of 
lease deed. The objection of the CWC in this regard Is misplaced. 

(xl). Position in respect of plot of land measuring 401.77 cents (subsequently reduced 

to 359.37 cents!. 

(a) . The CWC objected to the "aecummulation of opportunity” by the COPT 

and revision the lease rates by more lhan the ceiling prescribed In toe 
lease deed. The COPT has pointed out that the 10 yearly revision fell due 
on 10 June 1971 was not effected on some legal advice. But In the next 
revision effected on 10 June 1981, the COPT has Increased the (then) 
existing rate by only 100% and not by 200% to account for toe opportunity 
missed in 1971. That being so, toe argument of toe CWC about 
aecummulation of opportunity is baseless. 

(b) . The original lease agreement expired on 9.6.91. 

(c) . The original lease agreement contained a clause that toe lessee shall 

have toe option of renewing the tease for such further period and on such 
terms and conditions as may be mutually agreed upon during toe first six 
months of the year 1990. The COPT and the CWC have difference of 
opinion on whether such option for renewal of lease has been exercised. 
There appears to be a casual approach on boto sides In setting toe 
renewed lease agreement However, the COPT has mentioned that toe 
CWC vide Its tetters dated 11 April 96 and 16 April 96 has communicated 
Its concurrence to the terms and conditions set by toe COPT. But, toe fact 
remains that a lease deed has not yet been executed, even after nine 
years since the original agreement lapsed. There was definitely an option 
for renewal of tease available to the CWC, which it had not exercised 
conclusively. The correspondence cited by boto toe parties shows only 
the Inclination towards renewal of lease but It can not be taken as an 
alternative to exercise of option. 

Be that as it may, In the absence of any specific lease agreement In force 
after June 1991, It Is obvious that the general Scale of Rates of COPT for 
Its lands still govern toe occupation of land by the CWC. 

Even If a lease Is renewed by executing a formal lease agreement It Is 
appropriate for the COPT to prescribe the rate prevailing In Its Scale of 
Rates on toe date of renewal. It can not be with reference to toe rate 
governed by toe expired tease deed. 

It Is noteworthy that the revised terms and conditions for leases 
prescribed after 1991 (evolved based on Government of India guidelines) 
removes the option available to the Lessees for automatic renewal of 
leases on expiry of the agreed period. Renewal wHI be at the discretion of 
the Lessor l.e. tie COPT. 

(d) . The COPT has mentioned that it had intimated al the lessees in January 

1986 Itself toat In case of renewal of lease, lease rent will be fixed as per 
the port's Scale of Rates on the date of renewal. The COPT has also 
pointed out that the CWC had never expressed its disagreement to this 
communication at any point of time. That being so, it is reasonable to 
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presume that the CWC was aware that on expiry of the original lease 
agreement In June 1991, the lease rent during the renewed period wil be 
fixed with reference to the port’s Scale of Rates prevallng on the date of 
renewal. In any case, the CWC’s argument mat the revised rent at the 
time of renewal should be fixed with reference to fie original rate of rent 
fixed In 1961 merits no consideration. 

(e). In the absence of a specific lease agreement, the COPT have applied the 
lease rent as per its Scale of Rates w.e.f. 10.6.1991. This rate was 
revised w.e.f. 1.1.1996. Even during 1996, there was no lease agreement 
relating to this plot of land In force. So, the revision effected w.e.f. 
1.1.1996 has also been automatically applied to me CWC. It appears that 
the action of the COPT is in order. 

13. In me res lit and for the reasons given above and based on a coledive 

applcation of mind, titis Authority decides the case as foflows: 

(I) . The condition Introduced by the COPT towards an automatic annual Increase of 

lease rent 5% shal not apply In the case of the plot of land measurfig 137.7 
cents, since the lease deed specifically provides for revision of rent at an Interval 
o* 5 years. 

(II) . Likewise, In view of the specific stipulation In me lease deed, the COPT could not 

revise the lease rent w.e.f. 1 January 1996 in respect of the plot of land measuring 
137.7 cents. Since the previous revision was on 26 April 1993, the next revision 
could only have taken place on or after 26 April 1998. That being so, the action 
taken by the COPT In mis respect wlH need to be corrected retrospectively. 

(ill). The action of me COPT In respect of the plot of land measuring 401.77 cents 
(subsequently reduced to 359.37 cents) Is In order. The representation of tie 
CWC In respect of this plot of land Is rejected. 


S. SATHYAM, Chairman 
lADUT/III/IV/143/2000/Exty.] 
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